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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment 07/03/2008. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 07/03/2008 has been entered. 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The specification is 
devoid of terms such as "verification programs" as recited in claims 1-31 and 43-48. The 
specification is inconsistent with terms recited in claims 1-31 and 43-48. For example the 
specification discloses verification tools (page 3, lines 10-15). The specification should be 
written in "full, clear, concise, and exact terms". Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The claims recite "executing a first software verification program relating to a first 
lifecycle phase of the computer software, wherein the first software verification program 
automatically generates one or more test cases from the source code of the computer software; 
executing a second software verification program relating to a second lifecycle phase of the 
computer software different from the first lifecycle phase, wherein the second software 
verification program automatically generates one or more test cases from the source code of the 
computer software" (e.g. claim 1, lines 8-14). The specification describes executing the plurality 
of software verification tools and automatically generates the test cases (page 3, lines 10-15). 
Furthermore, the specification describes the capability of executing these verification tools by 
any of the developers in the entire code without having to generate any test cases (page 14, line 
14-18). However, no where in the specification does provide clear explanation as to how the 
software verification program is related to the "first lifecycle phase" and "second lifecycle 
phase". Contrary to the recited claim limitation, the specification describes executing the 
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verification tools for the entire software, without specifically directing the related respective 

lifecycle phases, such as first lifecycle and second lifecycle. In fact, the specification does not 

describe the first and second lifecycle phases. 

For the purpose of examination, examiner has not consider the claim limitation 

"executing a first software verification program relating to a first lifecycle phase of the computer 

software, wherein the first software verification program automatically generates one or more 

test cases from the source code of the computer software; executing a second software 

verification program relating to a second lifecycle phase of the computer software different from 

the first lifecycle phase, wherein the second software verification program automatically 

generates one or more test cases from the source code of the computer software". 

Dependent claims 2-10 and 15-23 are rejected for not remedying to the indefinite teaching 
in the base claims. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 07/03/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

a) The Applicant asserted: "Amended independent claims 1 and 14 include, 
among other elements, 'executing a first software verification program relating to a first lifecycle 
phase of the computer software, wherein the first software verification program automatically 
generates one or more test cases from the source code of the computer software; executing a 
second software verification program relating to a second lifecycle phase of the computer 
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software different from the first lifecycle phase, wherein the second software verification 
program automatically generates one or more test cases from the source code of the computer 
software.' Jorapur does not teach the above element (page 10). 

The examiner would like to direct the Applicant to the above claim rejection under 35 
U.S.C 1 12, 1 st paragraph. Furthermore, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's 
assertion. Jorapur teaches "testing may be ongoing, such that the process of performing the test 
or plurality of tests (plurality of verification programs) may be automated. Errors or failures may 
be detected and reported as part of the testing framework at any stages (lifecycle phases). 
During deployment, execution, and undeployment, testing may include verifying the 
configuration and/or operation of individual modules of the application to provide more precise 
identification of errors or failures , for example using code inserted into the application and/or its 
modules" (col. 10:10-30 - emphasis added). Furthermore, Jorapur teaches executing different 
tests (verification programs) relating to different lifecycle phase of the computer software (col. 
7:140-54, col7:55-65, col. 825-36 and for example in FIG. 4, steps 401-410). Therefore Jorapur 
teaches detecting and analyzing an error at any stage or lifecycle phase. Accordingly, 
Applicant's argument is not persuasive. 

b) The Applicant asserted: "Neither these individual tests 302, nor the test generator 301 
of Jorapur can be constituted as the claimed "plurality of software verification programs," for 
example, Jtest™, C++Test™ (page 11). 
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The examiner would like to reiterate that it is noted that the features upon which 
applicant relies (i.e., Jtest™, C++Test™) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Jorapur 
generates a plurality of tests to test a software program application. Again, the plain language of 
the claim merely recites "plurality of software verification programs" and Jorapur plurality of 
tests are tools/programs used to test software to verify the software error at any stage (lifecycle 
phase), as noted above (col. 10:10-30). 

c) The Applicant asserted: "software verification program is different than simply a test 
that may be executed by the program (or the tool) among other tests, (page 1 1). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's assertions. Jorapur generates a 
plurality of tests to test of software. The plain language of the claim merely recites "plurality of 
software verification programs" and Jorapur plurality of tests are tools/programs used to test 
software verify the software error at any stage (lifecycle phase). As broadly speaking any prior 
art that teaches plurality of tests would read on the limitation "plurality of software verification 
programs" because all that is required by this limitation is that the fact that the software 
verification programs tests the software for errors. Applicant is reminded that claims are given 
their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 
F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir.1997). Limitations appearing in the 
specification but not recited in the claim should not be read into the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. 
vJCom Corp., 343 F.3d 1364, 1369, 67 USPQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (claims must be 
interpreted "in view of the specification" without importing limitations from the specification 
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into the claims unnecessarily). In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541,550- 551 
(CCPA 1969). 



d) The Applicant asserted: "No known error is provided in any of the test performed by 
Jorapur's method" (page 12). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's assertion. Jorapur teaches 
"executing a test may involve executing the application within a test framework according to 
one or more test configurations and detecting errors occurring during the application execution 
(emphasis added). The framework may provide an execution environment for the application to 
be tested. For example, it may provide services to the software, simulate or provide resources, 
and/or may provide stability so that errors in the software have a limited impact on other 
software then executing or ensure that the tests/software terminate gracefully" (col. 3:10-25 - 
emphasis added). Accordingly, Applicant's argument is no persuasive. 

e) The Applicant asserted: "determining what phase of the life cycle the error was 
introduced, based on analyzing the known error" (page 13). 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicant's assertion. Jorapur teaches 
"testing may be ongoing, such that the process of performing the test or plurality of tests may be 
automated. Errors or failures may be detected and reported as part of the testing framework at 
any stage . During deployment, execution, and undeployment, testing may include verifying the 
configuration and/or operation of individual modules of the application to provide more precise 
identification of errors or failures , for example using code inserted into the application and/or its 
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modules" (col. 10:10-30 - emphasis added). Therefore Jorapur teaches detecting and analyzing 
an error at any stage or lifecycle. Accordingly, Applicant's argument is not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of 
this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the 
United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-5, 7-18, 20-30 and 43-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Jorapur (US 7,299,382 B2). 

Per claim 1 (Currently Amended) 

Jorapur discloses a method for automatically preventing errors in computer software 
having a plurality of different life cycle phases, the method comprising: 

storing source code of the computer software in a code repository (e.g. FIG. 4, step 401 
and FIG. 5, 501 and related text). 
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executing providing a plurality of software verification tools programs to verify the 
computer software (col. 4:55-65 ". . . each test may be generated in one or more blocks 
corresponding to one or more parts of the application to be tested ..." and col. 6: 52-60 "... tests 
302 generated may include test code that may be inserted ..." and col. 9: 45-55 ". . . test may be 
executed to assess the operation and function of the application to be tested . . ."and e.g. FIG. 4, 
step 408 and related text),wherein each of the plurality of software verification tools corresponds 
programs relates to a respective lifecycle phase of the computer software and automatically 
generates one or more test cases from the source code of the computer software (col. 1 1 :30-35 
". . . produce multiple test cases . . ."); 

executing a first software verification program relating to a first lifecycle phase of the 
computer software, wherein the first software verification program automatically generates one 
or more test cases from the source code of the computer software (col. 10:10-30 "...Errors or 
failures may be detected and reported as part of the testing framework at any stage. During 
deployment, execution, and undeployment, testing may include verifying the configuration 
and/or operation of individual modules of the application to provide more precise identification 
of errors or failures); 

executing a second software verification program relating to a second lifecycle phase of 
the computer software different from the first lifecycle phase, wherein the second software 
verification program automatically generates one or more test cases from the source code of the 
computer software (col. 10:10-30 "...Errors or failures may be detected and reported as part of 
the testing framework at any stage. During deployment, execution, and undeployment, testing 
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may include verifying the configuration and/or operation of individual modules of the 
application to provide more precise identification of errors or failures); 

generating verification results for each respective lifecycle phase of the computer 
software, responsive to executing the first and second software verification programs plurality 
of software verification tools and the automatically generated test cases (col. 14:20-25 "... 
results may be gathered after generation ..." and col. 1 1 :30-35 "... produce multiple test cases 
..." ) and; 

processing the verification results for generating a representation of functional behavior 
the computer software (col. 3:10-25 "... results may reflect some behavior of the application 
during execution . . . results may reflect operations during deployment and un deployment of the 
application to be tested . . ."); 

Per claim 2 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising providing a common configuration file for 
the plurality of verification teete programs (e.g. FIG. 3, Configurations 303 and related text). 

Per claim 3 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 2, further comprising customizing a verification scope of one or 
more of the verification tools programs by modifying the common configuration file responsive 
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to an objective criterion of quality of the computer software (col. 1 1 :40-50 ". . . different 
attributes may be specified in a configuration file ..." and col. 10:1-15"... configurations may 
be changed ..."). 



Per claim 4 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 3 further comprising modifying a portion of the common 
configuration file specific to one of the plurality of verification tools responsive to the objective 
criterion of quality of the computer software (col. 10:1-15 "... configurations may be changed 
..." and e.g. FIG. 4, step 407 and related text). 

Per claim 5 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 3 further comprising modifying a portion of the common 
configuration file specific to one of a plurality of software developers responsive to the 
objective criterion of quality of the computer software (col. 10:1-15"... configurations may be 
changed ..."). 

Per claim 7 



Jorapur discloses: 
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The method of claim 1 , wherein each portion of the computer software being developed 
by a software developer of a plurality of software developers, and the verification results 
include a plurality of objective criteria each of the plurality of objective criteria corresponding 
to quality of a respective portion of the computer software developed by each software 
developer of the plurality of software developers (col. 3:10-25 "... results may reflect some 
behavior of the application during execution . . . results may reflect operations during 
deployment and un deployment of the application to be tested . . ."). 

Per claim 8 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 7 further comprising providing a common configuration file for the 
plurality of verification teete programs ; and modifying the common configuration file 
responsive to one or more objective criteria corresponding to quality of a respective portion of 
the computer software developed by each software developer (col. 10:1-15"... configurations 
maybe changed ..."). 

Per claim 9 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 7 further comprising verifying a first portion of the computer 
software developed by a first developer of the plurality of software developers using the 
plurality of verification tools programs , before the computer software is stored in the code 
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repository (col. 14:20-25 ". . . results may be gathered after generation ..." and col. 1 1 :30-35 
"... produce multiple test cases ..."). 

Per claim 10 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 9 further comprising allowing storing the first portion of the 
computer software in the code repository only if result of verification of the first portion meets a 
set standard (col. 14:20-25 ". . . results may be gathered after generation ..." and col. 1 1 :30-35 
"... produce multiple test cases ..."). 

Per claim 1 1 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 1 0 further comprising modifying the set standard responsive to the 
objective criterion of quality of the computer software (col. 10:1-15 "... configurations may be 
changed ..."). 

Per claim 12 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 10, wherein the set standard is common to each of the plurality of 
software developers (col. 14:20-25 "... results may be gathered after generation ..." and col. 
1 1 :30-35 "... produce multiple test cases ..."). 
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Per claim 13 

Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 10, wherein the set standard is unique to at least one of the plurality 
of software developers (col. 14:20-25 ". . . results may be gathered after generation ..." and col. 
1 1 :30-35 "... produce multiple test cases ..."). 

Per claim 14 (Currently Amended) 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 1), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 15 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 2), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 16 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 3), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/61 3,1 66 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 2192 

Per claim 17 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 4), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 18 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 5), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 20 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 7), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 21 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 8), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 
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Per claim 22 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 9), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 23 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 10), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 24 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 1 1), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 26 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 13), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 
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Per claim 27 (Currently Amended) 

This is another method version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 1), 
wherein all claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth 
above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 28 

This is another method version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 3), 
wherein all claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth 
above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 29 

This is another method version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 4), 
wherein all claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth 
above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 

Per claim 30 

This is another method version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 5), 
wherein all claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth 
above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by Jorapur. 
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Per claim 43 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 28 further comprising customizing the verification scope 
of one or more of the plurality of verification tools programs for a second time, if the known 
error is not detected by executing the plurality of software verification teels programs (col. 4:55- 
65 "... each test may be generated in one or more blocks corresponding to one or more parts of 
the application to be tested ..." and col. 6: 52-60 ". . . tests 302 generated may include test code 
that may be inserted ..." and col. 9: 45-55 "... test may be executed to assess the operation and 
function of the application to be tested . . ."and e.g. FIG. 4, step 408 and related text). 

Per claim 44 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 27 further comprising executing the plurality of software 
verification tools programs periodically to prevent the known error from re-occurring when the 
computer software is modified (e.g. FIG. 4 and related text). 

Per claim 45 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

A system for automatically preventing errors in computer software having a 
plurality of different life cycle phases comprising: 
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means for providing a known error in the computer software, the known error belonging 
to a class of errors (col. 14:20-25 "... results may be gathered after generation ..." and col. 
1 1 :30-35 "... produce multiple test cases ..."); 

means for providing a plurality of software verification tools each of the plurality of 
software verification tools programs related to a respective lifecycle phase of the computer 
software (col. 4:55-65 "... each test may be generated in one or more blocks corresponding to 
one or more parts of the application to be tested ..." and col. 6: 52-60 "... tests 302 generated 
may include test code that may be inserted ..." and col. 9: 45-55 ". . . test may be executed to 
assess the operation and function of the application to be tested . . ."and e.g. FIG. 4, step 408 and 
related text); 

means for analyzing the known error in the computer software to dotormino 

means for determining what phase of the lifecycle the error was introduce introduced, 
based on analyzing the known error; (e.g. FIG. 6, 603 and related text); and 

means for customizing a verification scope of one or more of the plurality of verification 
tools that correspond to the lifecycle phase that wherein the known error was introduced (e.g. 
FIG. 3, Configurations 303 and related text). 

means for executing the plurality of software verification tools programs to verify the 
class of the known error is detected in a respective lifecycle phase of the computer software. 



Per claim 46 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The system of claim 45 further comprising means for executing the plurality of 
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software verification tools programs to verify the known error is detected in computer software 
(col. 4:55-65 ". . . each test may be generated in one or more blocks corresponding to one or more 
parts of the application to be tested ..." and col. 6: 52-60 ". . . tests 302 generated may include 
test code that may be inserted ..." and col. 9: 45-55 ". . . test may be executed to assess the 
operation and function of the application to be tested ..."and e.g. FIG. 4, step 408 and related 
text). 

Per claim 47 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The system of claim 46 further comprising means for customizing the verification scope 
of one or more of the plurality of verification teels programs for a second time, if the known 
error is not detected by executing the plurality of software verification tools (col. 4:55-65 ". . . 
each test may be generated in one or more blocks corresponding to one or more parts of the 
application to be tested ..." and col. 6: 52-60 ". . . tests 302 generated may include test code that 
may be inserted ..." and col. 9: 45-55 ". . . test may be executed to assess the operation and 
function of the application to be tested . . ."and e.g. FIG. 4, step 408 and related text). 



Per claim 48 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The system of claim 45 further comprising means for executing the plurality of 
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software verification tools programs periodically to prevent the known error from re-occurring 
when the computer software is modified (e.g. FIG. 4 and related text). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 6, 19 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jorapur (US 7,299,382 B2) in view of Man et al. (US 6,625,760 Bl). 

Per claim 6 (Currently Amended) 
Jorapur discloses: 

The method of claim 1 , further comprising formulating the verification results in a 
confidence factor represented by the equation: C=p/t.times.l00, where p is number of successful 
test cases and t is total number of test cases. 

Jorapur does not explicitly disclose formulating the verification results in a confidence 
factor represented by the equation above. However, Man discloses a significant test case is one 
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which has a high potential to uncover the presence of an error. Thus, successful execution of a 
significant test cases increases the programmer's confidence of the correctness of the program 
(emphasis supplied). Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to formulate the verification results in a ration of number of 
successful test cases and total number of test cases to run a large number of test cases, a number 
of significant test cases that are representative of all the possible test conditions so that one can 
then rely more on the super set of another significant test set. On the other hand, since testing is 
costly in both man-hours and machine-time, it is the object of the programmer to limit the 
number of possible experiments such as the above ration as suggested by Man once in col. 1:55- 
67). 

Per claim 19 

This is the system version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 6), wherein all 
claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, 
accordingly, these claims are also obvious. 

Per claim 3 1 

This is another method version of the claimed method discussed above (Claim 6), 
wherein all claim limitations have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth 
above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also obvious. 
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Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ISAAC T. TECKLU whose telephone number is (571)272-7957. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-TH 9:300A - 8:00P. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Isaac T Tecklu/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



/Tuan Q. Dam/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



